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I Jon Bubar 

24 Dudley St.  , Presque Isle, ME 04769-2422 
-- 

November 2, 2005 1 0  15 AM 

Representative Mike Michaud 
US. House of Representatives 
437 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Michaud: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized f v  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on ma l t  businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f lat  fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jon Bubar 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Brooks Liddiard 

22 Wolcott Dr., Horseheads. NY 14845 

November 1.2005 5:36 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US. Senate 
313 Har t  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f l a t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep U5F Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that  federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I F  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you poss along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those 'in your constituency. 

Thank you f a r  your continued'work and I look forward to  heaping about,yowr position on this molter. 

Sincerely, 

, 4 ,  , ,  i~ , ,  

Brooks Liddiord 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



DuWayne Nun j 
2032 151st Ave. NE , Ham Lake, MN 55304 

November 1,2005 5:39 PM 

Senator Mark Dayton 
US. Senate 
123 Russell Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dayton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing SO. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website. including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that  federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

DuWayne Nun 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 2, 2005 9:OO Ah4 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of Long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizzns and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a f\at fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donna Vivian 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator Robert Byrd 
US. Senate 
311 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universc :rvice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Byrd: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that  federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  o f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory Wright 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



1036 Mill Drive , Plentywood, MT 59254 

November 2, 2005 10:27 AM 

Representative Denny Rehberg 
US. House of Representatives 
516 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Rehberg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
pepalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along'' these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Rita Lindblom 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Movember 2,2005 5 5 7 3 M  

Representative e d  Whitfield 
U.b. House of Representatives 
301 Cannon nouse Offiee Building 
Washington, 9'C 20515-0001 

Subiect: Ue: Federal-Stateloin1 Board on Universal Serviee CCOocket 96-15 

gear l&presentative Whitfield: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (5CCJ position to change the  Universal 
Service Fund (USq collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, ineluding me. m y  friends. family 
and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair ehange proposed by the FCC. 

'As you know, U&.F is  currently collected on d revenue basis. people who use more pay more into the system. if the 
TFF ehanges that s y s t e m  to a flat fee. that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes 8 month Of long 
distance, pays thg asme amount into the Jund as someone who uses cero minutes of long distance a monlh. 
Constituenls who use their limited resources wisely shoukl not be penalized Jor doing so. 

flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students. prepaid wireless users. Senior eitizvns 
and low-income residential and rural eonsumers. to give up their phones due lo unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USFfrom high volume lo low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, i t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small huninesses all across flmerica. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletlers 
and up lo date information on lheir wehsite, including links lo FCCinformalion. While I am aware that federal law does; 
no1 require companies to recover, or"pass along" these fees to their customers. the reality is that they do. f l ~  a 
consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the TCCgoes to a numbers lased. my serviee will cost more. find 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top TCCofJicials, the FCC has plana to change to a flat fee s y s t e m  
soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word lo m y  eornmunitq. I riiquent LJOU 

pass along m y  concerns to the TCCon m y  behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately aJJeet 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you Jor your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this mailer. 

Sincerely, 

G len  Flevelsnd 

ce: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Anne Cassler I -a 
5702 Timbers Trail Drive , Humble, TX 77346-1975 

November 2, 2005 9:53 AM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
U.S. Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, wi l l  be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Cassler 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Larry Mitchell 
141 Elmore Avenue , Springfield, MA 01 11 9-1 11 5 

November 2, 2005 9:59 AM 

Representative Richard Neal 
US. House of Representatives 
2266 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Neal: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a f la t  fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f lat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Larry Mitchell 

The Federal Communications Commission 
cc: 



November 2, 2005 9:56 AM 

Senator Gordon Smith 
U.S. Senate 
404 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 0-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Smith: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many lowvolume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Judith Zarn 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Susan D'Angelo 

2354 Alexander Dr. , Troy, MI 48083-2403 

November 2, 2005 10:16 AM 

Representative Joe Knollenberg 
US. House of Representatives 
2349 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Knollenberg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many lowvolume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Susan DAngelo 

The Federal Communications Commission 
cc: 
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Anthony Mott 

9 Evans St. Apt. C , Bainbridge, NY 13733 

November 2, 2005 10:16 Ah4 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f la t  fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f lat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Mott 

The Federal Communications Commission 
cc: 
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1 FCC - MAlLROOM j 
David German 
1227 McCracken , Camp Verde, AZ 86322 

November 2, 2005 9:52 Ahl 

Senator Jon Kyl 
US. Senate 
730 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kyl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f lat  fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many lowvolume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

David German 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Louis Gonzales 
15 Avon Dale Road , Cromwell, CT 06416-2510 

\ FCc - MA!LFIOOM j 
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November 2, 2005 10:15 Ah4 

Representative John Larson 
US. House of Representatives 
1005 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Larson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, wi l l  be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many lowvolume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, I . .  
Louis ,Gonzales ._ 
cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Charles brosig 
61 17 elm In , matteson, IL 60443 

November 2, 2005 9:20 AM 

Representative Jesse Jackson 
US. House of Representatives 
2419 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Jackson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, wi l l  be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to lowvolume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Charles brosig 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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I Fnn 1 Michael Walters I 

6 0  Friendship Ln. , Rison, AR 71665 1 ' 

November 1.2005 5:37 PM 

Senator Mark Pryor 
US.  Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Pryor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am oware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their  customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Michael Walters 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1. 2005 5:37 PM 

Senator Pat Roberts 
U.S. Senate 
109 Hart  Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Roberts: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who w e  more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a f l a t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have o highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website. including links t o  FCC information. While I om oware 
thot  federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or “pass along” these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislotion. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o flat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

John Pearce 

cc: 
The Federol Communications Commission 



Susan sachs 
40 half moon trai l  , wakefield, R I  02879-2064 

November 1.2005 5:29 PM 

Senator Lincoln Chafee 
US. Senate 
141A Russell Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Chafee: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their  limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepoid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  dote information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am awore 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. AS o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency, 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Susan sachs 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Don Schumpert 

1092 Lynn Drive ,West Columbia. SC 29170 
I 

November 1, 2005 5.27 PM 

Representative Joe Wilson 
US. House o f  Representatives 
212 Cannon House Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Wilson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  o flot fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their  limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on smoll businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I om owore 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is thot  they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Don Schumpert 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Norma Tarnowski 

4850 Taro View Rd. , Leesburg. FL 34748 

November 1,2005 5:39 PM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Har t  Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint ~ a r d  on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected an a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rurol consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency, 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Norma Tarnowski 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission 
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Robin Van Zeeland 

N7850 Hwy 49 , Iola, W I  54945 

November 1,2005 5:33 PM 

Representative Mark Green 
US. House o f  Representatives 
1314 Longworth House Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Green: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a f lat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing SO. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols. the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Robin Van Zeeland 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Barbara Miscchok 
930 Greenfield Ave , Pittsburgh, PA 15217 

November 1,2005 5:30 PM 

Representative Mike Doyle 
US. House o f  Representatives 
401 Cannon House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Doyle: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislotion. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Misechok 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November I ,  2005 1:12 PM 

Representative Marcy Kaptur 
US. House of Representatives 
2366 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Kaptur: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency, 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Donald Measel 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I RECEIVED& 1NSGkCTEE I 

70360 Morency Dr , Romeo, MI 48065 

November I ,  2005 1:50 PM 

Senator Carl Levin 
US. Senate 
269 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Levin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change tc a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass alor,g r.y concerns to the FCC 0:: r.y behzlf, letthg the= know hnrir a flat fee tax coold 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

If 

Sincerely, 

Mary Scbulte 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Arthur Spadoni 

9853 Sw 62nd. Avenue, Ocala, FL 34476 

November 1,2005 5:16 PM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
US. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board an Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senotor Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a f l a t  fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. constituents who use their  limited resources wisely should not be penalized far  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass olong" these fees t o  their  customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cast more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Arthur Spadani 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


